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ln a publication, on Syrphidae, I placed the name Masarygus as a 
subgenerie name of Microdon. Doctor Brèthes maintains that it should 
have generic rank. 

In considering whether ‘“‘Masarygus™’ should have generic or sub- 
generic value, the following facts should be kept in mind. 


1. There is no fixed rule for defining a genus. In the last 
analysis it is largely a matter of personal opinion as to what consti- 
tutes a genus. Accordingly a generic concept is subject to change, 
and frequently it is based upon the opinion of the last worker who 
published on it. Also, it frequently happens that as more species in 
a given group are studied, intermediate forms between two so-called 
genera will be found which will definitely eliminate one of them, as the 
two will then have to be combined. (It is easy to find striking diffe- 
rences between two species from widely separated localities, or even 
in the extreme types of a genus in the same locality, but when material 
from intermediate regions, or intermediate forms, are studied it may 
be found that they cannot be considered separable under two generic 
names). As a striking instance of this very thing, we have recently 
witnessed the placing of thirty-six generic names of so-called genera, 
allied to Anopheles, under the single generic name Anopheles (Christo- 
phers, Dyar and Root) and of this great array of names only five 
have been reserved for use as subgeneric names. This comes as a re- 
sult of the fact that at this date the Anopheline fauna of the entirely 
world has been rather thoroughly studied, and the so-called generic 
differences have melted away in the process, one by one. 


2. A character, or set of characters, which may be considered of 
generic value, varies considerably in different groups. In one case a 
yather insignificant character (at first consideration) may be shown 
to have constant value in the matter of separating genera in some 
groups, but this same character may not have even specifie value in 
another group. Even very striking characters which elsewhere would 
be considered of prime importance in certain groups are only consi- 
dered as having specific value. In other words the definition of ge- 
nera, should depend largely upon the plasticity of the particular 
group under consideration. 
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The genus Microdon itself offers a splendid example of a very 
plastice morphological group. It is very rich in species, which show 
a great variety of form, color and structural differences. In spite of 
this great diversity of differences, workers have found it most unsa- 
tisfactory to attempt to divide the group, even to the point of making 
tangible subgenera and consequently all of the American and prac- 
tically all of the old world forms are retained under the single ge- 
neric name, Microdon. Even such a remarkable character as the com- 
plete loss of an abdominal segment which a certain species of the 
genus Microdon, namely Microdon lactipennis Shannon, shows has 
been considered as only a specific character. We would expect that 
the complete loss of a segment would indicate at least a generic dif- 
ference (possibly a family difference) especially as no other species of 
the Syrphidae have the abdominal segments reduced to such a small 
number. In this case, the species-is so obviously a member of the 
group Ubristes, that there would be nothing gained by placing it in a 
genus of its own, and certainly to make it the type of a group higher 
than agenus (tribe or subfamily) would be very unfortunate. The 
group Ubristes is peculiar in that it resembles the stingless honey bees, 
genus Trigona, but aside from this resemblance, and an unusal number 
of striking characters (which I considered purely specific) it shows no 
common morphological character whereby it can be separated from the 
other members of the genus Microdon even as a subgenus. Even Ma- 
sarygus planifrons is no more peculiar in its way, than are the species, 
of bristes. 

Finally, it has come to be a recognized procedure among entomo- 
logists not to create genera on the basis of sexual characters alone (as 
was done in the case of Masarygus Bréthes) and until doctor Bréthes 
demonstrates that the female as well as the male is generically dis- 
tinct from the other species of Microdon on the basis of a character 
common to both of them, the so-called genus Masarygus will not be 
accorded generic rank by the entomological profession. 

Certainly, it does not represent a different family from the Syr- 
phidae, as it was described by Dr. Brèthes. 

Recently, another species with a divided third antennal joint 
(similar to that of Wasarygus planifrons Brèthes) has been described 
from Australia, under the name Microdon alcicornis Ferguson (Revi- 
sion Australian Syrphidae, part I, 1926). 

Ferguson remarks: ‘‘The antennal structure is most extraordinary 
but I do not think this sufficient to justify the erection of a new ge- 
nus, as in all other respects the species is in agreement with other 
Australian species of Microdon and the antennae are most variable 
in this genus”. 


